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DETAILED ACTION 



This is a Supplemental Action to replace the previous Office Action because the 
Examiner inadvertently sent the Incorrect Action responding to the Pre-Amendment 
Claims. Please disregard the previous Office Action. 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Typographical Error. 

Col. 2. [0035] "... the first shaft 2..." should be "... the first shaft 3..." 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: Typographical error. 

"...at the interaction between the axes..." should be "...at the intersection between 
the axes... "Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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3. Claims 1, 2, 5-9, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Guy et al. (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0158842 
(already of record)). 

Regarding Claim 1, Guy et al. teach an isotonic interface for controlling a real or 
virtual object, the interface comprising: 

support means for supporting three pivot shafts the axes of the first and second 
shafts being mutually parallel and perpendicular to the axis of the third shaft (Col. 2, 

[0031]); 

handle means enabling each of said shafts to be pivoted (Col. 2, [0031]); and 
measurement means for measuring the displacement of each of said shafts so as to 

enable a real or virtual object to be controlled in three degrees of freedom (Col. 2, 

[0031]). 

Regarding Claim 2, Guy et al. teach an isotonic interface according to claim 1 , in 
which said support means comprise: 

a support element secured to a base and connected to the first shaft via a first pivot 
connection (Col. 2, [0031]); 

an arm secured perpendicularly to the first shaft and connected to the second shaft 
via a second pivot connection (Col. 2, [0031]); and 

a connection element secured to the second shaft and connected to the third shaft 
via a third pivot connection (Col. 2, [0031]). 

Regarding Claim 5, Guy et al. teach the handle means comprise a rod having its 
distal end secured to the third shaft (Col. 2, [0031]). 
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Regarding Claim 6, Guy et al. teach the handle means include an endpiece 
disposed at the proximal end of the rod and enabling it to be grasped prismatically (Col. 
2, [0031]). 

Regarding Claim 7, Guy et al. teach the distal end of said rod is disposed at the 
intersection between the axes of rotation of the second and third shafts (Col. 2, [0031]). 

Regarding Claim 8, Guy et al. teach the measurement means are constituted by 
angular position sensors disposed on the first, second, and third shafts (Col. 1, [0005] 
and Col. 7, [0073]). 

Regarding Claim 9, Guy et al. teach that at least one of said shafts includes 
drive means enabling a force return to be applied to the interface (Col. 1, [0005]). 

Regarding Claim 13, Guy et al. teach that provision is made for additional control 
means for controlling said real or virtual object, enabling said object to be controlled in 
at least one additional degree of freedom (Col. 2, [0007]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guy et al. (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0158842 (already of 
record)). 
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Regarding Claim 10, Guy et al. teach a height of the support. 
Guy et al. do not teach the height of the support element lies in the range 100 mm 
to 130 mm. 

It would have been obvious for Guy et al. to teach that the height of the support 
element lies in the range 100 mm to 130 mm is a Design Choice. It is well known in the 
art to modify the part's physical dimensions. One skill in the art would recognize that 
Guy et al. must have the support element lies in the range 100 mm to 130 mm in order 
to operate in a predetermined "work volume". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Guy et al. teachings to have the height of 
the support element lies in the range 100 mm to 130 mm for the benefit of 
accommodating the design in a predetermined "work volume". 
Regarding Claim 11., Guy et al. teach a length of the arm. 

Guy et al. do not teach the length of the arm lies in the range 50 mm to 60 mm. 

It would have been obvious for Guy et al. to teach that the length of the arm lies in 
the range 50 mm to 60 mm is a Design Choice. It is well known in the art to modify the 
part's physical dimensions. One skill in the art would recognize that Guy et al. must 
have the length of the arm lies in the range 50 mm to 60 mm in order to operate in a 
predetermined "work volume". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Guy et al. teachings to have the length of 
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the arm lies in tine range 50 mm to 60 mm for the benefit of accommodating the design 
In a predetermined "work volume". 

Regarding Claim 12, Guy et al. teach a length of the rod. 

Guy et al. do not teach the length of the rod lies in the range 70 mm to 90 mm. 

It would have been obvious for Guy et al. to teach that the length of the arm lies in 
the range 70 mm to 90 mm is a Design Choice. It is well known in the art to modify the 
part's physical dimensions. One skill in the art would recognize that Guy et al. must 
have the length of the arm lies in the range 70 mm to 90 mm in order to operate in a 
predetermined "work volume". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Guy et al. teachings to have the length of 
the arm lies in the range 70 mm to 90 mm for the benefit of accommodating the design 
in a predetermined "work volume". 

6. Claims 3, 4, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guy et al. (US Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0158842 
(already of record)) in view of Fung et al. (US Patent No. 5116180 (already of 
record)). 

Regarding Claim 3, Guy et al. teach an isotonic interface with a support means. 
Guy et al. do not teach the support means include a second support element 
secured to the base and connected to the first shaft via a pivot connection enabling the 

stability of the interface to be increased. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Fung et al. teach the support means include a 
second support element secured to the base and connected to the first shaft via a pivot 
connection for the benefit of increasing the stability of the interface (Col. 3, Ln. 47-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Guy et al. and Fung et al. teachings for the benefit of 
increasing the stability of the interface. 

Regarding Claim 4, Guy et al. teach an isotonic interface with the support 
means. 

Guy et al. do not teach that the support means include a second arm parallel to the 
first, secured to the first shaft and connected to said connection element via a fourth 
shaft. 

In the same field of endeavor, Fung et al. teach the support means include a 
second arm parallel to the first, secured to the first shaft and connected to the 
connection element via a fourth shaft (Col. 4, Ln. 1-3) for the benefit of increasing the 
stability of the interface. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Guy et al. and Fung et al. teachings for the benefit of 
increasing the stability of the interface. 

Regarding Claim 14, Guy et al. teach an isotonic interface with control feedback. 

Guy et al. do not teach the position-holding means are provided serving to avoid 
any significant departure of the rod from its most recent position when the user lets go 
the rod. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Fung et al. teach the position-holding means are 
provided (Col. 7, Ln. 41-43) for the benefit of avoiding any significant departure of the 
rod from its most recent position when the user lets go the rod. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Guy et al. and Fung et al. teachings for the benefit of 
avoiding any significant departure of the rod from its most recent position when the user 
lets go the rod. 

Regarding Claim 15, Guy et al. teach the position-holding means comprise a 
counterweight (Col. 7, [0070]) and passive brake means (Col. 7, [0084]). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Rosenberg (US Patent Application Publication No. 
2004/0108992). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to VINH T. LAM whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
3704. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-5:00) EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amare Mengistu can be reached on 571 272 1206. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated Information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



NILI 

/Amare Mengistu/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



